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 General Election
 November 2, 2010 

Did polls open at 7am?
STARTING THE DAY:

If using voting machines, was a zero tape printed?

Do all the machines show zero ballots cast at the time the polls open?
Did the candidates’ names on the zero tape match the names on the ballot?

Is there a voting machine or device which is handicapped accessible?
Is the precinct handicapped accessible?
Was the general information on prohibitions on fraud and misrepresentation posted?
Were instructions on how to cast a provisional/affidavit ballot posted?
Were instructions posted for mail-in registrants who are unverified first-time voters?
Was there a poster showing the general information on voting rights under federal and state laws?
Was there a sign showing the hours during which the polling place is to be open?

Were any voters turned away from the polls? How many? __________________________

Was a sample ballot posted?
Was a list of absentee voters posted? How many? _____________________

How many ballots were challenged?  ______________________
How many voters were provided instruction on how to use the voting machines? _______________

How many voters requested  assistance from Poll Managers? ___________________________

How many voters voluntarily provided identification? ____________________________

Was an area 30’ in every direction of the polls or room kept clear of all persons except election 
officials, poll watchers, or persons waiting to vote?  

Was an area 150’ and closer to the poll kept free from distribution and posting of campaign 
literature?

DURING VOTING HOURS:

Frivolous? __________________ Rejected? ___________________                                      
Accepted? ____________________

Voter Assistance: 

Was the voter: 

Who provided assistance: 

How many voters were assisted? _____________________

Blind? __________ Illiterate? __________ Physically disabled? _______________                             
Or none of the three? _______________

Poll Manager? ____________ Poll Observer? ______________ Third Party? _______________

How many voters voted curbside? __________________________
Why? _______________________________________________________

County________________
Ward___________________
Precinct_________________
Voter Roll Count__________
Votes (when present) ______ 
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Report on the Counting of Paper Ballots in Lee County
General Election: November 2 – 9, 2010

During the early afternoon hours of November 2, 2010, a problem became apparent in a few precincts in Lee 
County, Mississippi: a shortage of printed ballots. Before the closing of the polls at 7:00 p.m., it appears that 35 
of the county’s 42 precincts had utilized photocopied ballots, which were counted by hand during the week fol-
lowing the election. Observers stated that election commissioners, deputy circuit clerks, and concerned citizens 
transported photocopied ballots to precincts throughout the county. Each stack of ballots included a note indicat-
ing the total number of photocopied ballots in that stack. Rubberbands held each stack and note together. Three 
observers from the Mississippi Secretary of State’s Office documented the activities that surrounded the count-
ing of these photocopied ballots. This report summarizes observations made by these three individuals. 

Logistics
•	 Circuit Clerk’s Office – Lee County Justice Center
•	 Initially, the Resolution Board conducted all counting within the Records Vault Room in the Circuit 

Clerk’s Office.
•	 On Wednesday and Thursday (November 3 and 4, 2010), counting took place in the Records Vault Room 

and the Election Commissioners’ Office simultaneously.
•	 On Friday and Monday (November 5 and 8, 2010), counting of affidavit ballots occurring exclusively in 

the Election Commissioners’ Office.

General Observations
•	 Chain of Custody 

o	 The Circuit Clerk’s Office photocopied ballots and bundled them for distribution to precincts 
throughout the county. Each bundle included a note, which documented the number of ballots 
contained within that specific bundle.

o	 No seals or containers accompanied or housed the bundles of ballots.
o	 Numerous individuals transported photocopied ballots to precincts throughout the county includ-

ing deputy circuit clerks, election commissioners, and other concerned citizens.
o	 Poll managers returned the photocopied ballots to the Circuit Clerk’s Office after the close of the 

polls.
o	 During the counting of the photocopied ballots, the Resolution Board found it impossible to 

verify the total number of photocopied ballots because
	The notes, which indicated the total number of ballots sent to the precincts, could not be 

found;
	The unmarked ballots had been separated from the marked ballots; 
	Some of the photocopied ballots may have been used for affidavit ballots; and/or
	The notes contained additional numbers on the notes, written by unknown persons, which 

conflicted with the original total of ballots included in the bundles.
o	 Whenever either room was unoccupied, the Circuit Clerk locked and sealed the room.

•	  Counting of the Photocopied Ballots
o	 Poll managers returned all photocopied ballots to the Circuit Clerk’s Office without tallying the 

results of the votes contained on those ballots. Instead, the Resolution Board tallied all of the 
votes contained on the photocopied ballots. This procedure appears to directly violate §23-15-
581 of Mississippi Code.

o	 Initially, the Resolution Board consisted of three citizens. However, the configuration of the 
Resolution Board changed considerably on the second and third days of the count.
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	Four groups tallied the results of the election simultaneously:
•	 Group #1: Resolution Board (3 citizens)
•	 Group #2: Deputy Circuit Clerks (2 deputies)
•	 Group #3: Circuit Clerk/Election Commissioner
•	 Group #4: Deputy Circuit Clerk/2 or 3 Election Commissioners

o	 The original group of three grew into four groups in order to increase the pace of the tallying.
o	 Before deputy clerks began counting voters, the Circuit Clerk informed the participants that she 

had contacted the Attorney General’s Office and that it had given approval to clerks counting 
votes.

o	 The participation of Election Commissioners in the tallying of election results appears to violate 
§23-15-523.

•	 Ballot Styles
o	 The General Election in Lee County consisted of seven ballot styles. Often, one precinct received 

numerous ballot styles.
o	 Multiple ballot styles enhanced the complexity of the problem. Some precincts used all of its bal-

lots for one ballot style, while another ballot style remained available. 
o	 When the Resolution Board accessed the photocopied ballots, many precincts sorted them ac-

cording to different ballot styles. Other precincts combined ballot styles.
•	 Shortage of Printed Ballots

o	 The Circuit Clerk’s Office provided two explanations for the shortage of printed ballots:
	The clerks explained “that 50% of the total number of voters was the number of ballots 

that were ordered.”
	A deputy clerk explained that the Circuit Clerk’s Office order the maximum number of 

ballots from the printer without going “over $5,000”. The deputy clerk explained that the 
law requires bids for purchases over that amount.

o	 The scanners counted 19,203 ballots for the entire county on Election Day.
o	 The Resolution Board and the Election Commission tallied 4,235 ballots (photocopied ballots 

and affidavit ballots); therefore, 23,438 ballots were counted.
o	 Photocopied and affidavit ballots accounted for 18.07% of the total number of ballots counted. 

Photocopied and affidavit ballots accounted for higher percentages of the total number of ballots 
cast in several precincts:
	Hebron – 35.2% (82 ballots)
	Richmond – 33.5% (89 ballots)
	Palmetto – 33.5% (262 ballots)
	Blair – 30.1% (178 ballots)
	Brewer – 29.6% (81 ballots)
	Kedron – 28.2% (78 ballots)
	Oak Hill – 28.0% (219 ballots)
	Saltillo – 27.3% (384 ballots) 
	Belden – 26.1% (290 ballots)
	Tupelo 2 – 23.5% (416 ballots)
	Old Union – 22.9% (58 ballots)
	Baldwyn – 21.3% (110 ballots)
	Flowerdale – 21.0% (83 ballots)
	Bissell – 20.5% (430 ballots)
	Verona – 19.9% (134 ballots)
	Corrona – 19.6% (32 ballots)
	Euclatubba – 18.9% (34 ballots)
	Unity – 18.8% (46 ballots)
	Petersburg – 18.7% (31 ballots)



	Eggville – 18.5% (40 ballots)
•	 Counting of Affidavit Ballots

o	 The Circuit Clerk provided thorough instructions to the Election Commission throughout the 
process of accepting, rejecting, and counting affidavit ballots. 

o	 One of the deputy clerks checked each affidavit ballot envelope on SEMS and wrote a determi-
nation on each envelope.

o	 The Election Commission confirmed the clerk’s decisions, opened and counted the accepted af-
fidavit ballots, and marked all other affidavit ballot enveloped rejected. 

o	 One commissioner wrote an explanation for each rejected affidavit ballot beside the signature of 
its voter in the register.

o	 On Friday, November 5, the Election Commission confirmed each signature on the register to 
the signature on the affidavit ballot envelope. However, it discontinued this practice on Monday, 
November 8. 

o	 The Election Commission accepted and counted affidavit ballots for voters who failed to sign the 
register on two occasions.

o	 On several occasions, only two election commissioners participated in the acceptance, rejection, 
and tallying of affidavit ballots.

•	 Disenfranchisement of Voters
o	 The shortage of printed ballots and the delay in transporting photocopied ballots could have 

resulted in the disfranchisement of voters in any or all precincts affected.
o	 According to one of the observers, “a voter had called in from Birmingham Ridge who indicated 

that they had waited for almost an hour and no one showed up with ballots.” Extended waits at 
multiple precincts could have resulted in the disfranchisement of many voters.

o	 The disenfranchisement of a voter violates state and federal election laws.


